IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


JAMES E. HORTON, 
Petitioner, 
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OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY OF YOLO, 
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The People of the State of California, 
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Court of Appeal No. C084025 


PETITION FOR WRIT OF REVIEW 


STAY OF PROCEEDINGS REQUESTED 


FOR PROCEEDINGS PRESENTLY SET for 10252017 for multiple matters in four separate cases all 
pending delayed beyond statutory timeline violating Speedy Trial Rights; 
After improper summary denial of Petition for Writ of Mandate and Motion to Joinder Causes 
For Extraordinary Relief filed in Appellate Court, Third District 
By reviewing Judge P.J Rayle (Phone number: 916-654-0209) 


James E. Horton, In Propria Persona 
General Delivery 
Woodland, CA 95695 
916-631-5479 
jaakovos@gmail.com 
Petitioner Self-Representing 
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IN THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
JAMES E. HORTON, Superior Court No. 
15-6705, 13-3628, 13-23865, 14- 
Petitioner, 1219 
Court of Appeal No. C084025 
VS. 
PETITION FOR REVIEW 
THE SUPERIOR COURT OF THE 
STATE OF CALIFORNIA, COUNTY 
OF YOLO 


Respondent; 
IMMEDIATE STAY OF 
PROCEEDINGS REQUESTED 
The People of the State of California, 
Real Party in Interest, 


_— Oe ON OS OO OO OO Oo oe ae A 


TO PRESIDING JUSTICES OF THE SUPREME COURT OF THE STATE OF 
CALIFORNIA: 


Now, here comes Petitioner, Pro Se and In Forma Pauperis (see attached 
declarations), James E. Horton, moving for review of his PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE AND MOTION TO JOINDER CAUSES FOR EXTRAORDINARY RELIEF 
attesting as follows: 


Said Petitioner filed his Petition aforesaid on 02152017 properly “without 
adequate record” and without relevant transcripts pursuant to Cal. Rules of Ct. § 
8.486(b)(3). Per requirement, he attached declarations averring “exigent circumstances” 
justifying non-possession of these same for attachment and showing good cause. 
Within same declarations, Petitioner conveyed intent to compel, from respondent and 
Real Party in Interest, supporting documents necessary for review subsequent to and 
upon initiating action. 


On 02172017, said Petition was summarily denied by reviewing judge, and 
without procurement of adequate record. Order denying was premature and improper. 
Conjuctively, with Petition herein, Petitioner is filing compulsory process for relevant 
record as promised. 


Petitioner seeks extraordinary relief from this Court; the following circumstances 
make it proper and necessary that a writ issue from this Court: 


a) Extraordinary circumstances requiring immediate relief without remedy upon appeal 
are prima facie shown by prolonged Constraint of Liberty caused by gross abuse of 
discretion violating Speedy Trial Rights and by anomalous misconduct with design to 
unjustly obstruct appeal. b) Furthermore, Judgement is inordinately delayed post- 
conviction while further evidence (based on parties’ action) betray Conspiracy to 
Commit Infractions malicious to (and to obstruct) Petitioner's Fundamental Right to 
Appeal. c) the matters involved are of public and general interest to the People of the 
State of California having bearing upon very weighty issues with respect to fundamental 
Constitutional Rights and require speedy resolution; d) they present questions of law not 
previously decided in the state; and for which there is an urgent need for uniformity of 
decision within the state. 


Petitioner is a party having beneficial interest in issuance of a writ since 
Respondent has clearly prejudiced his fundamental right to a Speedy Trial, Due 
Process and Fair Trial by cumulative Retaliatory and Malicious Procedural Defaults and 
Prejudicial Denials. This Court should consider this case because of the grave nature of 
the issues presented, because of its significant legal impact, and in order to review 
questions at law that are of weighty significance to the bench and bar so that general 
guidelines can be laid down for future cases involving similar issues -- such as self- 
representation, prosecutorial harassment and malicious, Abuse of Legal Process. 


Wherefore, Petitioner hereby petitions this Court for review of the order of the 
Court of Appeal, Third District on denying his PETITION FOR WRIT OF 
MANDATE AND MOTION TO JOINDER CAUSES FOR EXTRAORDINARY RELIEF, 
reverse original decision, set cause at large in the Supreme Court and issue its stay of 
proceedings immediately. 


Date: 
James E. Horton, Pro Se 


MEMORANDUM IN SUPPORT 


RULE OF LAW 


Upon a petition, a reviewing court may order rehearing on a decision not final 
pursuant to Cal. Rules of Ct. § 8.286. A party may serve and file a petition for rehearing 
within 15 days after “the filing of the decision” [Cal. Rules of Ct. § 8.268(b)(1)]. 
However, “before the decision is final and for good cause, the presiding justice may 
relieve a party from a failure to file a timely petition...” [Cal. Rules of Ct. § 8.286 (b)(4)). 


A Petitioner’s declaration attached pursuant to CA Rules of Crt. 8.486(b)(3) “may 
omit a full summary of proceedings” when relief sought includes an order for necessary 
transcripts and when it “demonstrates the need for and entitlement to the 
transcripts...”[Cal. Rules of Crt. 8.486(b)(3)(A)]. 


“A party may petition for review without petitioning for rehearing in the Court of 
Appeal” pursuant to CA Rules of Court § 8.500. 


ANALYSIS 


IN LIEU OF WEIGHTY, PRIMA-FACIE MERIT OF PETITION, COURT ABUSED 
DISCRETION SUMMARILY DENYING AND WITHOUT STATUTORY NOTICE OF 
PROCEDURAL NONCOMPLIANCE 


Court filed its order denying without opinion; summary denial is without specified 
grounds and improperly. Therefore, respondent prejudicially committed “omission of an 
issue” concerning procedural correction; Petitioner is not informed for an answer for 
purposes herein (CA Rules of Court § 8.500). Substantively, however, Petition 
possesses weighty merit fully outweighing any grounds based on technical, procedural 
scrutiny. Fundamental Rights Denials are Gross. 


Furthermore, as Petition itself reflects, Petitioner zealously sought full-faith and 
diligence to fully meet all requirements of the court for filing a laborious motion given 
ANOMALOUSLY PRECEDENTAL combination of extreme complications of cases. 


Additionally, In the interest of justice, court must consider Petition was timely and 
proper when weighing and factoring that he is Pro Se. Furthermore, circumstantially he 
has been made to be indigent without income, and is maliciously overburdened by 
intent (and through various unscrupulous out-of-court means as well that Petitioner, 
although asserting, honestly is unable to substantiate within purposes herein at this 


time) both financially and legally. He argued and supported by evidence the above 
within Petition itself. Scope for standard to self-represent involves competence to carry 
out "basic tasks" expected of a layperson without "technical legal knowledge" (People v. 
Johnson (2012) 53 C4th 519). According to Edwards, “the defendant's 'technical legal 
knowledge’ is 'not relevant' to the determination” (Indiana v. Edwards, citing Dusky v. 
United States (1960) 362 U.S. 402 and Faretta, Supra). Therefore, over-technical 
scrutiny procedurally is especially malicious when weighing fairly within whole context. 


Finally, court never gave notification of and 5 days to correct any procedure 
noncompliance of supporting documents pursuant to CA Rules of Crt. § 8.486(c)(2). 
Decision never properly finalized pursuant to CA Rules of Crt. § 8.286. Summary denial 
was grossly arbitrary and prejudicial. 


BY LAW OF LACHES, PETITION SHOULD BE CONSIDERED TIMELY AND PROPER 


Since summary denial was improper and decision never finalized, statutory 
deadlines pursuant to CA Rules of Court § 8.500 etc., for petition for rehearing do not 
apply. Otherwise, matter is ruled by “law of laches” at common law. According to CA 
Rules of Court § 8.500(e)(2), “the Chief/Justice may relieve a party from a failure to 
file... petition for review by statutory deadlines. Petitioner asserts that he filed petition, 
with full-faith and diligence, by earliest date possible given Extraordinary Circumstances 
imposed, harming his ability to prepare. (Appendix A, pg. 15.) 


Wherefore, it is in the interest of justice, even if precedental, to consider said 
petition timely and proper by its date of filing. 


Date: 
James E. Horton, Pro Se 


James E. Horton 
General Delivery 
Woodland, CA 95695 


Email address: jaakovos@gqmail.com 
Pro Se 


IN THE SUPREME COURT OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 


James E. Horton Case No.: C08425 


MOTION TO COMPEL RECORD AND 
TRANSCRIPTS NEEDED FOR REVIEW 


Petitioner, 
vs. 
The Superior Court of Yolo County 
Respondent, 


) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
) 
| 
The People of the State of California. ) 
) 
) 


Real Party in Interest, 


Despite Petitioner’s full-faith and diligence to acquire adequate record, 
Respondent Court has denied delivery and it is unavailable for attachment. (Please 
refer to Declaration... INSUPPORT PURSUANT TO CA RULES OF COURT § 8.486(3) 
IN LIEU OF NON-POSSESSION OF POPER TRANSCRIPTS attached as pg. 23 of 
Appendix A.) Petitioner has conveyed, to Appellate Court, intent to “compel documents 
from lower court and Real Party in Interest” subsequent to and upon filing of his petition. 
(Please refer to DECLARATION... INSUPPORT PURSUANT TO CA RULES OF 
COURT § 8.486(B)(2) IN LIEU OF NON-POSSESSION OF FILESTAMPED HARD 
COPIES TO APPENDIX attached as pg. 22 of Appendix A.) Respondent Court 
immediately Summarily Denied improperly without allowing for the above. Transcripts 
and case-file record are necessary pursuant to CA Rules of Court § 8.486. 


Furthermore, Petitioner avers experiencing deprival of mail delivery by post 
offices in Yolo County consistent with much evidencing collusion amongst public 
officials to commit retaliatory misconduct and out of court. Although not able to 
substantiate evidentiary here now, Petitioner pleads this court to justly factor assertion, 
its possibility, regarding a conspiracy to commit various harmful violations causing 
Petitioner, indigent, to be destitute of a reliable, physical mailing address. (Recently 


prior to respondent judge McGuire's acquisition of position at the bench, he served as 
non-judge in executive cabinet of Governor Schwarzenegger at the capitol of the state 
of California and possesses connectivities to misappropriate toward such an asserted 
design.) Therefore, he demands delivery by attachment and transmission, and void of 
any further procedural requirement (statutory or otherwise) upon Petitioner (as they 
would obstructive to his presumptive rights at issue) serviced to his email address 
herein provided which he is able to access even under Extraordinary Circumstances 
imposed as averred. He desperately needs copies for his records for defense. 


Wherefore, even if precedental in the interest of justice procedurally, Petitioner 
hereby moves this court for an order compelling respondent to deliver transcripts and 
case-file records per enforcement of included notice, and as itemized and described 
within, as below: 


TO THE CLERK OF RESPONDENT COURT NAMED HEREIN: 


Please take notice that, pursuant to California Rules of Court § 8.486, James E. 
Horton, Pro Se Petitioner, In Forma Pauperis, requests preparation and service of a 
reporter’s transcripts in the above action, and, pursuant to California Rules of Court § 
8.486, the papers and records to be incorporated with the clerks’s transcript as follows: 


1. Pursuant to California Rules of Court § 8.486, Petitioner requests preparation of a 
reporter’s transcript of oral proceedings of trial in above action, which took place on 
06172016 through 02212017. He further requests that the transcripts include, but 
not be limited to all relevant optional proceedings set forth in Cal. Rules of Court § 
8.486, especially the voir dire examination of jurors, opening and closing statements 
and arguments, all fact-finding proceedings and examinations, trial readiness 
conference on 06172017 and investigatory procedure hearing on 06222017. 

2. Pursuant to Cal. Rules of Crt. § 8.486, Petitioner designates the following papers 
and records to be included with the clerk’s transcripts: faithful copies of full case file 
document records digitized and stored at the court filed under all four cases named 
in present action to be joindered upon grant of motion (15-6705, 13-3628, 13-23865, 
14-1219). Petitioner’s set of filestamped copies for his own records for defense self- 
representing were stolen. (Please refer to DECLARATION... IN SUPPORT 
PURSUANT TO CA RULES OF COURT § 8.486(B)(2) IN LIEU OF NON- 
POSSESSION OF FILESTAMPED HARD COPIES TO APPENDIX attached as pg. 
22 of Appendix A.) 

3. Pursuant to Cal. Rules of Court a § 8.486, Petitioner specifies that the 
aforementioned transcripts and itemized records are to be copied, prepared and 
delivered both to: a. the reviewing court, The Supreme Court of the State of 
California, by method deemed proper by reviewing judge within order below, and b. 


the Petitioner by email transmission or attachment to email serviced to his email 
address herein included without cost to him and without additional procedural 
requirement (to harass with) obligated upon him in order to receive, and by email, 
filestamped copies as Fundamental Due Process Right. 


Date: 
James E. Horton, Pro Se 


ORDER 
Based on the application of Petitioner, 
IT IS ORDERED that said respondent court, Superior Court of the State of 
California, County of Yolo, deliver [ ]/ not deliver [ ] compelled trial transcripts and 
case-file records according to, and by enforcement of, notice above with further 


specification that respondent service them upon the Supreme Court of the State of 
California by method as follows: 


Date: 


Presiding Judge 
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James E. Horton 
General Delivery 
Woodland, CA 95695 


Email address: jaakovos@gqmail.com 


Pro Se 
IN THE SUPREME COURT OF 
THE STATE OF CALIFORNIA 
) 
James E. Horton ) Case No.: C08425 
) 
Petitioner, ) REQUEST FOR TIME EXTENSION TO 
) COMPEL TRANSCRIPTS NEEDED FOR 
vs. ) REVIEW 
) 
The Superior Court of Yolo County ) 
) 
Respondent, ) 
) 
The People of the State of California. ) 
) 
Real Party in Interest, ) 


Despite Petitioner’s full-faith and diligence to acquire proper transcripts, 
Respondent Court has denied delivery and they are unavailable for attachment. (Please 
refer to Declaration... INSUPPORT PURSUANT TO CA RULES OF COURT § 8.486(3) 
IN LIEU OF NON-POSSESSION OF POPER TRANSCRIPTS and supporting 
documents attached to this Petition as appendix C). Petitioner has conveyed, to 
Appellate Court, intent to “compel documents from lower court and Real Party in 
Interest” subsequently to and upon filing of his petition. (Please refer to 
DECLARATION... INSUPPORT PURSUANT TO CA RULES OF COURT § 8.486(B)(2) 
IN LIEU OF NON-POSSESSION OF FILESTAMPED HARD COPIES TO APPENDIX 
attached to Petition herein. Respondent Court immediately Summarily Denied 
improperly without allowing for the above. Transcripts are necessary pursuant to CA 
Rules of Court § 8.486. 


Wherefore, Petitioner hereby requests time extension for time to compel or 
procure needed transcripts (and other documents) as appendices and, therefore, for 
action upon the attached Petition. 


Date: Respectfully submitted, 


James E. Horton, Pro Se 
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ORDER 
Based on the application of Petitioner, 


IT IS ORDERED that Petitioner have [ ]/ not have [ ] an extension of time up to 
and including , within which to compel or procure needed transcripts of 
trial proceedings for action upon attached petition. 


Date: 


Presiding Judge 


DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF ATTACHMENT OF 
APPENDICES IN DIGITAL FORM WHILE FILING AS A PAUPER 


Whereas, during pendencies, Petitioner has been forced to be indigent (and without 
income) while forced to self-represent by Malicious Abuse of the Criminal Justice 
System protracted for four years. 


Whereas, under these Extraordinary Circumstances effected, severe damage has been 
caused by “disruption to his everyday life” and financial drain of associated costs 
(Serna, Supra). 


Whereas, therefore, impracticability of mailing complete hard-copies unfairly prejudices 
(and too exigently) his Fundamental Due Process Rights prima-facie. Number of pages 
contained are too numerous (per complete paper hard-copy) and costly for Petitioner to 
mail for service. 


Whereas, for cost effectiveness, Petitioner is mailing: 1. one original paper hard-copy of 
Petition at issue herein to reviewing court, 2. with full document (including attached 
appendices) on CD-ROM digital storage media attached to serviced copies, 3. and one 
hard-copy to filestamp and return deliver to petitioner by mail. 


Wherefore, even if precedental, by weight of substantive issues of presumption in 
cases, interest of justice demands reviewing court to honor Petitioner’s filing (by mail) of 
the attached Petition in digital form as described aforesaid.The court must respect 
Petitioner's common law need to petition for Extraordinary Remedy in forma pauperis 


DATE: 


James E. Horton, Pro Se 
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DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF SERVICE BY FIRST-CLASS MAIL AS A PAUPER 


Whereas, during pendencies, Petitioner has been forced to be indigent (and without 
income) while forced to self-represent by Malicious Abuse of the Criminal Justice 
System protracted for four years. 


Whereas, Petitioner is unable to afford postage costs serving Petition by Priority, 
Express mail pursuant to CA Rules of Court § 8.25. 


Under such Extraordinary circumstances requiring relief, enforcing said rule would 
preclude Petitioners Fundamental Right to Due Process with unjust procedural 
overburden “unconstitutional(ly) under color of state law” prima-facie. 


Therefore, Petitoner asserts to file and serve original and necessary copies of attached 
Petition by first-class mail since more cost effective. 


Wherefore, even if precedental, by weight of substantive issues of presumption in 
cases, interest of justice demands reviewing court to honor Petitioner's service of the 
attached Petition via first-class mail as described aforesaid.The court must respect 
Petitioner's common law need to petition for Extraordinary Remedy in forma pauperis 


DATE: 


James E. Horton, Pro Se 


DECLARATION IN SUPPORT OF SERVICE OF NUMBER OF COPIES SERVED AS A 
PAUPER 


Whereas, during pendencies, Petitioner has been forced to be indigent (and without 
income) while forced to self-represent by Malicious Abuse of the Criminal Justice 
System protracted for four years. 


Whereas, under these Extraordinary Circumstances effected, severe damage has been 
caused by “disruption to his everyday life” and financial drain of associated costs 
(Serna, Supra). 


Whereas, under such Extraordinary circumstances requiring relief, impracticability and 
exorbitant costs of procedure for service of copies according to CA CODE OF CIVIL 
PROCEDURE at issue pursuant to CA RULES OF COURT preclude Petitioner’s 
Fundamental Right to Due Process with unjust procedural overburden 
“unconstitutional(ly) under color of state law” prima-facie. Current rules must be 
designed to procedurally harass defendants. They fly in the face of common law intent. 


Therefore, Petitoner asserts to file and serve, with original, one copy of petition to 
return-deliver by mail filestamped with CD-ROM per petitioner's DECLARATION IN 
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SUPPORT OF ATTACHMENT OF APPENDICES IN DIGITAL FORM. The court can 
conveniently print from digital files its needed copies. 


Wherefore, even if precedental, by weight of substantive issues of presumption in 
cases, interest of justice demands reviewing court to honor Petitioner’s service with 
number of copies mailed as described aforesaid. The court must respect Petitioner’s 
common law need to petition for Extraordinary Remedy in forma pauperis 


DATE: 
James E. Horton, Pro Se 
MOTION TO DISQUALIFY JUDGES 


Petitioner, James E. Horton, Pro se, In forma pauperis, now comes attesting as 
follows: 


Numerous contingencies of cases at issue to petition attached show, prima facie, 
that public officials at the Superior Court of the State of California, County of Yolo, 
respondent, possesses malice intent toward him and are hostile to his Fundamental 
Rights. They are clearly incapable of being impartial. 


Respondent is harming said Petitioner's ability to prepare defense with unjust 


overburden by accumulative prosecutorial harassment, speedy trial and due process 
denials and infractions disrupting his life. Therefore, he lacks time for further research at 
issue for this motion. 


Wherefore, Petitioner hereby moves this court, however, to issue its decision, 
mandate or order, upon whatever merits by applicable law are obvious prima facie, to 
disqualify all judges of said respondent court from hearing matters and adjudicating 
further in Petitioner's cases immediately with stay. Even if precedental, granting this 
motion serves the interest of justice when weighing presumptive issues. 


Date: 


James E. Horton, Pro se 


VERIFICATION 
|, the undersigned, do hereby attest: 


|, James E. Horton, am the Petitioner self-representing in the above entitled proceeding. All 
facts alleged in the attached petition are true of my own personal knowledge. 
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| declare under penalty of perjury under the laws of the State of California that the foregoing is 
true and correct. This declaration was executed on and serviced upon the Supreme 
Court of the State of California. 


Date: Respectfully submitted, 


James E. Horton, Pro se 


WORD COUNT CERTIFICATE 


Petition herein contains under 8,400 words meeting limit pursuant to Cal. Rules of Court 
§ 8.504(d). 


Date: Respectfully submitted, 


James E. Horton, Pro se 


TABLE OF EXHIBITS 


Appendix Filepath Location: 


A. PETITION FOR WRIT OF MANDATE. \APPENDICES\APPENDIX A 
B. COURT OF APPEAL'S ORDER DENYING. \APPENDICES\APPENDIX B 
C. REQUESTS FOR TRANSCRIPTS. \APPENDICES\APPENDIX C 
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PROOF OFSERVICE 


|, the undersigned, declare that | am a citizen of the United States, over the age of 
eighteen years, and a party to the within action. My mailing address is General Delivery, 
Woodland, California. 


On , | deposited in the United Sates mail at the Post Office in 
Woodland, CA, a copy of the attached Petition of Writ of Review in a sealed envelope, 
with postage fully prepaid, by first-class mail addressed to the persons named below: 


Yolo County District Attorney 
301 2™ Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 


Yolo County Superior Court - Main 
1000 Main Street 
Woodland, CA 95695 


Court of Appeals of the State of California 
Third Appellate District 

914 Capitol Mall, 4°" Floor 

Sacramento, CA 95814 


Executed under penalty of perjury on , in Woodland, California. 


James E. Horton, Pro Se 


